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Abstract

The period between the Late Republic and Early Empire of Ancient Rome was a
period of instability which involved civil wars and politicians vying for power. As a
result, the literature of this period was changing as well. The two works I have chosen to
examine are Cicero’s Second Philippic and Book I of Ovid’s Ars Amatoria or The Art o f
Love. The reason I have chosen these two is that they are on opposite spectrums in the
period of transition from the Roman Republic to the Roman Empire. As one form of
government was replacing the other, writing was becoming restricted, and this is seen by
the way Cicero and Ovid attempted to voice out their concerns and were punished for it.
The thesis is mainly looked through a historical lens, because what was happening
in Rome had a large impact on why Cicero and Ovid wrote. The Philippics were written
in 44-43 B.C. after the assassination of Julius Caesar when Antony had taken control.
Cicero was writing because he needed to justify why Antony was not a suitable leader,
but in the end was punished for writing it, demonstrating that writing during this time was
becoming more dangerous. During the Republic, the Romans were able to write what
they wanted without being punished, but as Rome was shifting away from being a
Republic, writers were not able to write freely anymore. By the time the Ars Amatoria
was published in 1 B.C., there was even less freedom for writers because Augustus
Caesar had taken sole control and writing against his ideals could lead to punishment.
Ovid was thus exiled because the Ars discussed how to meet lovers during a time when
the Augustan regime was attempting to control morality.

Another theoretical framework that is prominent is Bitzer’s “Rhetorical
Situation.” Bitzer describes how rhetoric takes place because there is a situation that
forces the writer to write. There are three main components to a rhetorical situation: the
exigence, audience, and constraints. The exigence is the issue that needs to be overcome,
and as both Cicero and Ovid were writing during a period of crisis, they had to address
these issues in their writing. The audience is important because it is the audience that is
able to make change. Cicero addresses the senators in hopes of them taking action
against Marc Antony, and Ovid gives his readers an alternative to Augustan control. The
constraints are the persons, objects, events, etc. that have an influence on why the writers
write, and both were writing because of political leaders that were being unjust.
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Introduction

A Rhetoric of Crisis

Rome was not built in a day. Rome also, did not shift from a Republic to an
Empire in a day. It took decades of civil wars and political strife for Rome to transition
from one form of government into another. This was not anything like a revolution, as the
literature of Rome during this phase may not scream of political justice in the manner of
Thomas Paine, but it is significant nonetheless. Marcus Tullius Cicero (106-43 B.C.) and
Publius Ovidius Naso (43 B.C. -17 A.D.) were both writing during this period of
transition, and their works exhibit a sense of urgency in a changing regime. With a
government that was unstable, Cicero had to be careful who his allies and enemies were,
so when he wrote the Philippics, orations against Mark Antony, he found himself siding
against the wrong man and therefore put to death. Ovid appeared on the literary scene
after the fall of the Republic. Augustus, who ruled the Principate, needed to be cautious
over the way he presented his power because there was always the fear of being
assassinated in the manner of Julius Caesar. This created much anxiety for Augustus and
therefore when Ovid’s amatory works particularly Ars Amatoria or The Art o f Love, went
against the moral legislation of Augustus, Ovid was exiled. There is however,
controversy over this, as there are different theories that involve Ovid’s exile.
Although both men were Roman, it is their differences that are usually
emphasized. After all, Cicero wrote rhetoric while Ovid wrote poetry. Had these men
lived at the same time, certainly Ovid’s sexually charged poems would have caused
criticism from the staunch moralist Cicero. However, if we are to consider the political
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implications of writing, then they have everything in common. They were both writing
during a period of political crisis, and both address the issues of that crisis in their
writing. The Philippics are filled with Cicero’s voice of urgency for the senators to see
that Marc Antony should not have power, while Ars Amatoria is a counterattack on
Augustan censorship. What remains different is the manner in which they wrote because
the situation itself had shifted from the period of Cicero when the Republic was still in
reach, to Ovid, when it was almost an Empire. Cicero’s rhetoric is filled with direct
language of vituperation where he clearly berates and ridicules Antony, while Ovid was
more discreet with his use of metaphors and allegory. Cicero, who was still writing in the
manner of Republican oratory, used active insults and reprimands because, during the
Republic, a man would not be punished for writing such things. Ovid, on the other hand,
could not actively insult, so he instead used allegory to mask his insults. This use of
insult is a result of the rhetoric of crisis.
The rhetoric of crisis is related to Bitzer’s “rhetorical situation” which
demonstrates that rhetoric is situational, meaning that it “comes into existence as a
response to a situation, in the same sense that an answer comes into existence as a
response to a question, or a solution in response to a problem” (Bitzer 5). Cicero wrote
the Philippics in response to the situation of Marc Antony holding power, as well as
being threatened by Antony himself. Ovid wrote in response to the situation of
Augustus’ marriage legislation. There is, however, more to it than writing a fiery attack.
A response is needed in order for the writing to become an answer to the situation that is
encompassed around it. In this sense, writing works as a catalyst since it requires a
response: “Although rhetorical situation invites response, it obviously does not invite
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just any response” (Bitzer 9). Cicero was obviously attempting to create a sentiment of
abhorrence towards Antony by the senators, thus invoking a particular response. It is
unclear what type of response Ovid was attempting, but with the blithe feeling that his
poem emanates, it seems that he was expecting his readers to not take love too seriously.
The writer’s point of view must be taken into account as well: “The ‘crisis’ of
course, is not simply produced by external circumstances, but it is, in part, brought into
being by Cicero’s portrayal of events as threatening and calling for an immediate
response” (Bailey xxxi). Therefore, it is not just the material in the Philippics that is
produced by the situation, but the reaction of Cicero. Those siding with Antony would
indeed not find Rome in a crisis, but rather in a state of moving forward. Cicero,
however, articulates that there is in fact a crisis that must be dealt with. He says “If those
liberators of ours have removed themselves from our sight, at least they have left the
example of their deed behind them” {Phil. 2.114). Here, Cicero is saying that there is
nobody left to fight for Rome. This way, it is the author who produces rhetoric of crisis
not only by providing the written material, but by establishing the sentiment to the
audience that there is a crisis. Cicero’s portrayal of Rome in a state of ruin is what makes
the Philippics an example of rhetoric of crisis. By the time Ovid wrote the Ars Amatoria,
it was more difficult to see Rome in a state of crisis. After all, the civil wars were over
and peace was being celebrated. However, if we look at the social control over Rome,
then another type of crisis can be distinguished. In this case, it is a private crisis since the
prying into the personal affairs of the people is being established: “A regime that for the
first time in Rome’s history makes laws aimed at regulating even what should go on in
the bedroom will naturally also leave itself open to contestation in the field of sexual
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behavior” (Barchiesi 4). Ovid is thus protesting to the social control over sexual
behavior. This is a situation that leads Ovid to write about sex, meanwhile giving off a
preconceived notion to the readers that the affairs he speaks of are not adulterous. For
example, in the beginning of the poem he writes “I shall sing of safe affairs, love’s lawful
thefts” (Ars 1.34). We cannot predict if Ovid would have written such works if there had
been no Augustan regime. However, had Ovid written in a regime without the presence
of a moral legislature, then he would have no need to mask his work with metaphors and
allegory. The situation hence forced Ovid to use certain tactics in order for his work to
be acknowledged.
Classical rhetoric in general offers prime examples of situational rhetoric.
According to Young, classical rhetoric is “the art of constructing persuasive arguments
for popular audiences” (402). Invention is described as the first and most important
component, and this is tied into the “rhetorical situation” since it is because of the
situation that the author invents. Young draws upon Bitzer’s “rhetorical situation” when
discussing the three appeals: ethos (writer’s moral character), pathos (audience’s
emotions), and logos (logic). As the situation emphasizes the audience, the three appeals
focus on how the author is able to persuade the audience.
For Cicero, it is more evident how he uses the appeals since there is a very
distinct voice. He addresses Antony and the senate very clearly, and in the way he
presents himself as a morally just member of the Republic. Cicero presents ethos by the
way he praises himself: “A very full meeting of the senate approved so heartily that every
member present thanked me as a son might thank a father” (Phil. 2.12). This
demonstrates how Cicero believed that his actions were righteous, and that if the senate
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supported him back then, they most certainly should now. He is also presenting himself
as a father to the senate members, in that he takes care of the members as his sons
creating a picture of himself as the righteous man who is authoritative, but not in a
corrupt way.
In order to present pathos, Cicero must make an appeal to the emotions of both
Antony and the senators: “And now you, as a man of sense and not merely of eloquence,
have dared to abuse these measures in front of those whose wisdom determined them”
{Phil. 2.11). Although we will later see the animate ways in which Cicero insults
Antony, here he calls him “a man of sense” to call him forth to change his ways. In this
way, Cicero is able to describe all the vicious ways in which Antony does not rule well,
but points out that he can if he sees reason. Cicero also praises the senators in calling
them wise in order to gratify them, while also telling them that Antony is abusing their
wisdom. Hence, Cicero is attempting to invoke a sense of loathing from the senators
towards Antony.
Finally, Cicero must present logos, or a logical way for his audience to see his
reasoning. He does this by describing the way Rome is with Antony: “The name of
peace is sweet, the reality brings welfare; but there is a world of difference between peace
and servitude” {Phil. 2.114). Here, Cicero wants the senators to see reason, and see that
Antony is in fact placing servitude on the people instead of peace. Cicero needs logos
because it is through logic that Cicero must explain why Rome must revert to the ways of
the Republic. In this case, Cicero uses the fact that although civil wars may seem to have
declined after the assassination of Julius Caesar, it is in fact not peaceful yet because of
men like Antony who hold too much control.
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For Ovid, it is more difficult to tell the appeals. He does not, like Cicero, present
a speech where he tells it like it is. Instead, he uses poetry where much of what he wants
to say is masked by allegory. His readers are meant to be men who are seeking advice on
love, and therefore those men are his audience. However, there are many people who
may be reading the work, particularly those who enjoyed public readings at parties, so
Ovid’s audience is not necessarily only men seeking love advice. The narrator however,
is undoubtedly a man giving advice. How Ovid presents ethos is by saying in the
beginning that “in my poem will be no charge of crime” (Ars 1.34). Ovid wants to
present the narrator as somebody who is still abiding by the rules (Augustan legislation)
while having some fun. He wants to let the readers know that his advice is morally just
and will not get them into trouble. Although later what Ovid says contradicts this by
mentioning that all kinds of women are available, in the beginning he says “Keep away,
you women who wear finely-woven fillets, symbols of/ chastity” (Ars 1.31-2). In this
way, Ovid presents ethos by claiming that the narrator will only give advice that is
lawful.
To present pathos, Ovid must make the men feel that they will benefit from taking
his advice. Ovid also uses mythological imagery to invoke a feeling of spirituality that
the gods and goddesses are participating in the same manners of obtaining love. He
includes the goddess of love herself: “In the city of her son, Aeneas, mother Venus
resides” (Ars 1.41). Here, Ovid is saying that Rome is where Venus is, and therefore
appeals to his readers to suggest that Venus bestows her blessing. In suggesting the “city
of her son” the audience knows that they will not need to look far for lovers as they are
all available in Rome, and mentioning Aeneas, one of its founders, suggests that it is an
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appealing place for love. Ovid also does the same when he uses logos: “Fortune and
Venus favor the bold!” (Ars 1.608). It sounds logical for the men who follow the
instructions to be bold as Fortune and Venus favor it, and therefore will be enthusiastic
about finding lovers.

Using a Historical Framework

In order to fully understand the rhetoric of crisis, it is imperative to see the
historical underlining. According to Bitzer, “rhetorical works belong to a class of things
which obtain their character from the circumstances of the historic context in which they
occur” (3). Thus, it would be difficult to understand the rhetorical situation of many
works without comprehending the history behind them. Writing acts as a response to the
stimulus of the outside world and this stimulus functions as the catalyst for how the work
is to be presented. It also must provide action: “it functions ultimately to produce action
or change in the world; it performs some task” (Bitzer 3). One of the missions of the
Philippics is to sway the audience (the senators) to see things the same way that Cicero
does, and ultimately force Marc Antony to relinquish his power. The Ars Amatoria
operates as an outlet for Ovid to rebel against the marriage legislation of Augustus. To
understand the function that writing is trying to achieve, we must recognize the history
behind it.
In literature, understanding history it vital and hence New Historicism has
emerged as a noteworthy theory. There if a fascinating interrelationship between
literature, writing, and history. Sarah Maza discusses the importance of such
interdisciplinary studies: “The movement’s historicism was a departure from twentieth-
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century critical traditions, most importantly from New Criticism and Poststructuralism,
which treated literary texts as aesthetically autonomous units unrelated, for critical
purposes, to the contexts in which they originated” (Maza 252). Maza thus explores the
shift of theory from looking at a text without any relation to outside information, to
studying it in its historical and cultural context. The reader must look into the interplay
between the text and outside information that can help the reader understand it.
Historical evidence is to be found in texts, and this is particularly true with the
Philippics and the Ars Amatoria as there were reasons why the authors wrote those texts,
and there was significance in what happened to those authors because of the texts.
Stephen Greenblatt is a driving force in New Historicism. In his essay “Towards a
Poetics of Culture,” Greenblatt writes “the work of art is the product of a negotiation
between a creator or class of creators, equipped with a complex, communally shared
repertoire of conventions, and the institutions and practices of society” (12). The
negotiation plays with the interrelationship between the author and what was happening
in that place in time. The “institutions” are the political establishments of Rome, and the
“practices of society” are the cultural aspects of the Roman people. These have an
association with the writers, and are the driving forces in why the authors are inscribing
the material that they are. In the case with Cicero, we can look at the institution as the
deterioration of the Republic, or as a corrupt government. The society is in an
unconventional state, because it’s normal practice was to live by Republican ideals,
which it cannot do anymore, and therefore Cicero is equipped to act on it. By the time
Ovid writes, the society is being scrutinized for its sexual practices and must adhere to
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the laws of the Augustan legislation. Ovid hence, acts as the voice for those being
scrutinized by telling them about stealth ways to find lovers.
The negotiation between the authors and their surroundings are best described by
the crisis that was occurring in Rome. Rome was plagued by civil wars between 88 B.C.
and 30 B.C. These wars mainly involved Marius vs. Sulla, Julius Caesar vs. Pompey,
and Marc Antony vs. Octavian, with various secondary players amidst all of then. Sulla’s
dictatorship in 82 B.C. may be seen as a precedent to the governmental policies instilled
by Julius and Augustus Caesar (Octavian) at the end of the first century B.C. It was after
Pompey’s defeat and death in 48 B.C. when Julius Caesar was able to consider monarchy
(although he never actually claimed himself “king” because that would have been too
risky). With his political rival out of the picture however, he obtained total control and in
44 B.C. assumed the title dictator perpetuus, “dictator for life” (Ward et al. 214). One
month later, Julius Caesar was assassinated.
Throughout all of this, Cicero remained a staunch advocate of the Republic.
“Cicero’s concept of the ideal state, one governed according to law, reflected the
Republic’s highest ideal of libertas” (Ward et al 196). While many politicians during the
civil wars tried to have ultimate power, Cicero believed that citizens would be at liberty if
the government was not ruled by a tyrant. Cicero had experience as a consul, so he
understood the nature of politics and the dangers of tyranny. When he wrote the
Philippics between 44 and 43 B.C., Julius Caesar had already been assassinated, so there
was hope that the system could revert to the way it was run prior to the wars. During this
time, Marc Antony was consul. Cicero wrote the First Philippic in response to
denunciations made by Marc Antony. Cicero had been away for the summer and the day
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after his return Antony called a meeting with the senate in order to suggest honor for the
memory of Julius Caesar. Cicero, however, did not attend, claiming he was still
exhausted from the trip and needed to rest (Everitt 287). “Antony was furious. During
the debate he launched an outspoken attack on Cicero, threatening to send housebreakers
in to demolish his home on the Palatine” (287). Cicero responded with the First
Philippic, and Antony responded once again with another speech. Cicero spent the next
month writing the Second Philippic which was never published until after his death and
never delivered, but only shared between a few friends. He then delivered his Third
Philippic and Fourth Philippic orations to the public (Bailey 50). A total of fourteen
orations were written of varying lengths, but the second remains the lengthiest and most
colorful, so although this speech was never delivered, it demonstrates a prime example of
writing that is so dangerous, it can be the cause of death.
Amidst all of this, another powerful man was making his way into the political
landscape: Octavian who would become Augustus Caesar. Julius Caesar was his greatuncle who left Octavian his legacy. Just as Caesar, Pompey, and Crassus made an
unofficial triumvirate, so did Marc Antony, Octavian, and Lepidus although it became an
official one in 43 B.C. This triumvirate was formed not as a dictatorship, but clearly not
as a Republic, because the triumvirs worked diligently to make sure no opponents seized
power (Eck 16). Antony and Octavian invoked the use of proscription lists which man
hunted certain rivals. Unfortunately, Cicero was on the proscription list and therefore
executed. Eventually Antony and Octavian became rivals, and Octavian was victorious
in the wars between them. The years of Octavian’s rule were from 29 B.C. to 14 A.D.,
and the form of government was referred to as a “Principate.” The term “Principate”
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emphasizes a transitional phase, because Rome was obviously not a Republic anymore at
this point, but Octavian was apprehensive about using the term “Empire” as he did not
want to be assassinated as Julius Caesar was. Octavian however, changed his name to
Augustus, and instituted political and social reforms including the Julian Laws passed in
18 B.C. which regulated adultery and marriage, and created punishments for different
acts of adultery (Shelton 55).
Therefore, when Ovid tells his readers in the Ars Amatoria to commit adultery,
he is in a sense, telling them to commit a crime in the eyes of Augustus. The Ars
Amatoria also “attracted the attention of Augustus’ fast-living granddaughter Julia, who
drew Ovid into dangerous political company. Augustus ordered both of them banished.”
(Ward et al. 296). This gives a personal association to Augustus which is essential to
know, because the poets therefore, had to take personal issues into consideration so as not
to offend the emperor. The Ars Amatoria was published in three volumes between 1 B.C.
and 2 A.D., and would become a staple of Augustan poetry.
The regulation of poetry became more prominent as a result of the civil wars. The
political atmosphere was still unsettling because Augustus was still under the
apprehension of other forces taking over control. Therefore, patronage was more
prominent as well: “Its chief poets, Virgil, Horace, and Ovid addressed their polished
works to a sophisticated aristocracy among whom they looked for patrons” (Lipking
2054). The political atmosphere of Rome had much to do with writing because patronage
meant that writing was monitored and regulated by the most influential persons of the
political sphere. Not only was poetry more prominent than it had ever been, writers had
to write on topics that would please their patrons otherwise they would not receive the
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necessary monetary support. Ovid was greatly affected by this type of regulation. While
certain poets such as Virgil and Horace were praising Augustus, Ovid was in turn
mocking the poets that praised him. This, added to the fact that Ovid’s promiscuous
topics went against the marriage legislation, was why he was exiled. Although there was
no more political unrest, there was literary turmoil: “Augustus had ended the turmoil and
violence, but the price was liberty” (Shelton 233). Writers had to write what Augustus
wanted. This was much different from the freedom of speech that was practiced in the
Republic, and demonstrates that the change in government has everything to do with the
way writing is shaped.

What next?

We must look at the rhetoric of crisis as a response to historical circumstances.
History offers the conditions under which the authors write, and therefore to understand
the crisis it is vital to observe the history of that crisis. Cicero and Ovid wrote at opposite
ends of a historical and political spectrum in the transition of Rome from Republic to
Empire. Structurally, the Philippics and the Ars Amatoria are quite different: one is
written as a speech while the other is a didactic poem. Cicero wrote when the Republic
was waning but no one man had extreme power yet (although Cicero had apprehensions
about Antony to this end), while Ovid wrote when the Empire was not yet formulated,
but its foundations were already set with the Principate under the rule of one man.
Hence, we are able to see how each writer responds rhetorically to a shift in government.
Cicero wrote in a time when freedom of speech was still eminent and was thus able to
write against any official without fear of being punished himself. Looking at speeches
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such as In Verrem and In Catilinam where he wrote against corrupt officials Verres and
Catilina and was praised by it, we already see the difference between that and how the
Philippics destroyed him in the end. By the time Ovid wrote, freedom of speech was
already an issue as Rome was on the brink of becoming an Empire. Therefore, studying
these two writers side by side allows the reader to see how literature and writing was
changing as the government was.
In the next two chapters, we will look at two significant works: Cicero’s Second
Philippic and Book I of Ovid’s Ars Amatoria, focusing on Cicero’s use of vituperation
and Ovid’s use of mockery, respectively. It is important to observe works such as these
not only as entertaining pieces of literature, but as a method of learning how writing
shapes society. Throughout, let us keep in mind the question that Robert Connors poses:
“What can this interpretation of the past show us about the present and the future?”
(Connors 30). Certainly in Writing Studies learning a historical method adds a new
dimension to seeing how writing has evolved within society. In the two chapters we will
observe how and then conclude how studying historical methods are significant in
writing. As readers we need to think about what relevance historical works have on the
way we interpret them, and as writers how we pose questions about them.
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Chapter 1
Cicero’s Second Philippic

The Philippics are a series of fourteen speeches written in 44-43 B.C. against
Marc Antony. They take their name from Philip II of Macedon, against whom the Greek
orator Demosthenes delivered speeches in order to provoke Athenians to resist
Macedonian control (Bailey xvii). Like Demosthenes, Cicero is concerned about the
people, and in this sense he can be looked as a defender of the Republic. Earlier, we
learned about the rhetoric of crisis and how the situation itself compels the speaker to
create rhetoric that allows discourse between themselves and an audience, including
Bitzer’s “rhetorical situation” where the context between speakers and the audience is
defined by the nature of that the situation that it is enveloped in. Bitzer describes three
components of the situation which are exigence, the audience, and constraints, in which
the exigence is the obstacle or the “something waiting to be done”(6). In the case of the
Philippics, it is the removal of Antony from office that is the exigence and the situation is
that Antony has excessive control over the Republic.
It is, however, not simply the idea of rhetoric being situational that allows for a
piece such as the Philippics to be studied as an example of political changes shaping
writing. Rather, the way that the Ciceo’s rhetoric plays with certain components, such as
his use of personal insult, adds fire to the delivery. In this chapter we will look at
inventive and its relation to the rhetoric of crisis. According to Conley, “the last decades
of the Roman republic, from about 63 to 43 BCE, were the heyday of invective, a period
of unprecedented vitriol and nastiness in public discourse that historians over the last
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centuries have found so distasteful as to throw into question the so-called glorious history
of Rome” (31). Hence, although vituperation has always been used in writing, this period
of political turmoil has allowed its usage to be more prominent. Why this is significant
for the study of writing, is that it allows us to see how the outside world shaped the way
that writing has taken its course. It would be rather obvious to suggest that writing is
political. Yes Cicero was condemned for writing that he would have not been
condemned for earlier in his career and yes, the transition of Rome from a Republic to an
Empire had great repercussions for the freedom of speech. However, it is the nature of a
rhetorical situation being able to manipulate the way that writing is used (in this case
political turmoil creating a rhetoric of insult) that allows us to realize the dynamics of
writing.
In the Philippics, Cicero utilizes bdelygmia, which is “expressing hatred and
abhorrence of a person, word, or deed” (Burton). Not only does he describe Antony as an
unfavorable ruler, but he also depicts him as a villain. However, he does not actually go
out and say “I abhor Antonius” but rather creates language that allows for the audience to
visualize Antony as somebody to be abhorred. At the same time, Cicero acknowledges
Antony’s hatred of Cicero: “I really fail to see anything in my life, my connections, my
public record, or such modest talent as I possess, for Antonius to despise” (Phil. 2.1)
Cicero chooses to present ethos in a way that allows him to use bdelygmia. Cicero makes
himself seem favorable, because he presents himself as the innocent one who is being
wrongly despised by Antony. If we observe the context of the work, then we can see
how bdelygmia is used: Antony threatened to bum Cicero’s house which spurred Cicero
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to write the First Philippic, and then the animosity between them allowed for acerbic
dialogue to continue between them.
This dialogue contained utterances including the cacemphaton, which is “an
expression that is deliberately either foul (such as crude language) or ill-sounding (such
as from excessive alliteration)” (Burton). Using cacemphaton helps accentuate the use of
vituperation. For example, Cicero says that Antony “vomited, filling his lap and the
whole platform with morsels of food stinking of wine!” {Phil. 2.65). Although this
language may not be that crude, it offers the exaggeration that creates a sense of
nastiness. The description of vomiting in the senate is scandalous enough, but adding the
smell of putrid wine in the morsels of food along with the visual of vomiting on himself,
create a malicious image of Antony and is the epitome of insult making.
Insults play an important part for the writer, and in modem days we see many
instances of insults being used in writing. Characters in a novel can be involved in
diatribe, an angry customer sends a heated email to a retailer, or the staff writer of a
newspaper is supporting a political candidate and therefore insulting the opposing party.
Certainly lawyers prepare astringent language to be used against the other party during a
hearing. The Roman courts would have been no different: “As a Roman using words to
defend a client, attack an enemy, or shape state policy, Cicero is concerned with
promoting his own public persona (ethos), and with identifying that persona with the
needs and desires of the community” (Corbeill 198). Cicero uses vituperation in order to
attack the enemy (Antony) and thereby promoting himself as a defender of the Republic.
In the same instance that the staff writing is establishing ethos for candidate A by
slandering candidate B, Cicero is establishing himself as the righteous official who
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believes that Rome’s problems can be dealt with by the elimination of Antony. What is
imperative for Cicero to do is help the audience see that his way is the right one.
The audience hence is very significant to the power of invective. According to
Arena, “the orator must possess the skill to manipulate the audiences’ emotions” and “the
audience must be won over to his side and conspire with him against the victim” (155).
Cicero commonly makes addresses to “Members of the Senate” (Phil. 2.108) to
demonstrate that he does not only want Antony to take action, but he is meaning for the
Senators to do something about the situation. He discusses the actions of Antony in order
to stimulate the Senators to perceive the situation they are in. By insulting Antony,
Cicero creates the sense that Antony must be dealt with as a vagrant and attempts to
stimulate the emotions of the senators by using stringent language to compel them to take
action. For example, Cicero says “So much for uncivilized behavior. But look at the
crass stupidity” (Phil. 2.8). Here, Cicero is stating that Antony is dim-witted, and forces
the senators to see Antony that way by telling them to “look” at his stupidity.
Cicero appeals to the Roman senators to make his case that Antony should not be
in power, and it is for the benefit of the people to not follow Antony. The best solution
for Cicero is to revert to the way things were before the civil wars. “By depicting Rome
and the Republic as on the brink of destruction, Cicero attempts to jolt the Senate into
urgent, energetic action” (Hall 283). Cicero appeals to the senate to join his cause for
preserving the Republic by stripping the power of those who do not have the Republic’s
interest at heart, in this case Marc Antony. Cicero discusses in the Philippics why
Antony is not a proper leader, and the Second Philippic is particularly colorful in
prevailing with this claim.
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When Cicero is making these claims, we must also be thinking about the
constraints that are used. According to Bitzer, “when the orator enters the situation, his
discourse not only harnesses constraints given by the situation but provides additional
important constraints- for example his personal character, his logical proofs, and his
style” (8). Therefore, Cicero needs to make sure that he presents himself in a sincere
way, so the senators are more likely to act on the situation. Since the constraint modifies
the exigence, the “something waiting to be done”, it is the manner in which Cicero
chooses to deliver his speech that allows for the senators to decide if they want to act.
For example, Cicero needs to use rhetoric of crisis to provide an atmosphere of Rome
being on the brink of destruction in order for the audience to envision a world that
requires change. Cicero must also find a way to make his claim authoritative, and using
vituperation helps get the message across. Cicero uses personal insults to make his claim,
which vary from insipid remarks to completely acerbic reprimands.
Let us begin with the more bland insults. For example, Cicero mentions specific
improper actions of Marc Antony: “Having defended Caesar’s handwritten documents for
his own gain, he proceeded to overturn Caesar’s laws, excellent laws, in order to
undermine the Republic” {Phil. 2.109). Cicero accuses Antony of overtaking Caesar’s
power without the concession of other officials. Antony had persuaded Calpumia,
Caesar’s widow, to relinquish Caesar’s documents (Ward et al 217). This stealth manner
of receiving the documents enabled Antony to receive power as a proponent of Caesar,
but also left room to be denigrated by Cicero for this. Here, Cicero is drawing upon the
dishonor of Antony which is belittling enough, but he is also drawing on “plunder of
private or public property” which was one of the stock topics used for Roman invective
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(Conley 38). The documents would have been considered public property. In this sense
Antony is being portrayed as a breaker of the law who is trying to undermine the
Republic for his own political agenda. By using the documents for himself only, Antony
has the ability to manipulate the words of Caesar without the interference of another
party. Cicero uses this accusation to suggest the extremes that Antony has undertaken in
order to receive power as well as the fact that Antony has broken the law. Insulting
Antony through accusation allows Cicero to manipulate the audience in envisioning
Antony as a criminal: “Through the extra-legal means of invective, the public speaker
employs language to exclude the potential lawbreaker from the community of the elite”
(Corbeill 198). Hence, the use of vituperation benefits Cicero in that Antony is seen as a
criminal, and therefore the criminal must be punished.
It is slightly surprising, however, that Cicero calls Caesar’s laws “excellent laws”
because he makes it clear that he was not a defender of Caesar. If fact, he says “all
decent men killed Caesar so far as it was in them to do so” {Phil. 2.29) when reflecting on
the assassination of Caesar. By admitting that Caesar has written exceptional laws shows
that Cicero admits his enemy had some good qualities. In this sense, Cicero views
Antony as a larger threat to the Republic than Caesar, because Antony undermines one
thing that Caesar actually did well (or at least in the eyes of Cicero). This makes it seem
that Antony is worse than Caesar, because at least Caesar had certain leadership qualities,
despite the fact that he had wishes for a dictatorship. Antony on the other hand, is
viewed as a destructive force who will misrule the government. When Cicero accuses
Antony of overturning Caesar’s laws, he casts another personal insult against Antony,
since Antony committed himself to the honor of Caesar. Cicero is saying that Antony
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would not be an appropriate candidate to follow in Caesar’s footsteps. Thus Cicero
addresses the supporters of Caesar who may be compelled to believe that Antony is
following Caesar’s will, when in fact he is more prone to misrule.
A man who was prone to misrule would be deemed as somebody not acting in the
interests of a Roman citizen. In this way, Cicero is presenting Antony as a man that the
citizens would not want to have as their leader: “Invective works as a series of examples
of what a Roman is not. The importance placed on invective allows the speaker to
include charges that seem to us contrary to the notion of ‘legal’ accusation” (Corbeill
199). Hence, it is not merely the specifics of what the accused has done wrong, but the
manner in which the accused is charged. In this case, Cicero has attempted to present
Antony as not what a Roman citizen should be, and he creates an illustration of Antony to
the senators as a man who is not capable of ruling. Invective is used to portray Antony as
a base individual who is not worthy of their support.
Cicero also uses a wide range of vituperation extending from a simple
accusation as seen above, to more active insults. For example, Cicero demands attention
from Antony while berating him at the same time: “Pay attention for a little while, and
just for a moment try to think like a sober man” (Phil. 2.31). Cicero uses the language of
command by telling Antony to “pay attention.” He manufactures a sense of urgency by
insisting that his way must be seen, and by telling Antony to “think” suggests that Antony
must listen to Cicero. Therefore, Antony must be forced to see reason, and in this case
Cicero portrays himself as the voice of reason. Portraying Antony as a drunkard again
emphasizes that Antony is not meant for office, because he is not able to think clearly due
to the intoxication. Cicero’s speech was given after Antony railed against Cicero, so
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Cicero is turning around and telling Antony to look at the larger picture, ie saving the
Republic. This fiery debate hence, is a result of the unsettling political atmosphere.
Insults are common in the rhetoric of crisis, because when a crisis occurs, the
speaker must use language that will arouse the audience to commit to action. “Since
rhetorical discourse produces change by influencing the decision and action of persons
who function as mediators of change, it follows that rhetoric always requires an
audience” (Bitzer 7). Therefore, the audience is needed in order for any outcome to
occur, and the need for a favorable outcome is the reason why Cicero is even writing in
the first place. Cicero is demanding that Antony takes action and sees reason, and he
focuses on the political atmosphere of a waning Republic to make his claim. He is
demanding that Rome turns back to the way it was governed before the civil wars, by
creating an image of a dying Republic: “The rhetoric of crisis thus relies to a large extent
on a strident language of extremes and exaggeration; of comparisons and depictions
designed to disturb the audience” (Hall 285). Using this language demonstrates how
invective has strong connection to the rhetoric of crisis. Cicero finds it crucial for
Antony to be eliminated, and so he relies on exaggeration in order to make the audience
see the seriousness of the case.
For example, Cicero accuses Antony of all sorts of debauchery. To make matters
worse, the actions do not even happen in Antony’s primary home, but at the villa of
Marcus Varro that Antony has obtained from an auction. Cicero makes sure to present
Varro as a man of unprecedented propriety in order to create a sense that the home is
being violated. Antony in comparison is not so agreeable: “But when you were its
tenant- not its owner- every room echoed with the shouts of drunkards, the pavement
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swam with wine, the walls were wet with it, boys of free birth mingled with child
prostitutes, harlots with married ladies” {Phil. 2.105). These images are definitely an
exaggeration. Certainly there was drunkenness, but the idea that there was so much
alcohol that the pavement was swimming with it, is surely not accurate. Also, the images
of child prostitutes and harlots being present would have surely disturbed the audience
and hence created a disturbing image of Antony.
However, are Cicero’s charges even plausible if they are so embellished?
According to Conley, it does not matter either way because Cicero is exploiting the
“social presumptions held by his listeners” (40). Cicero was entertaining his listeners
with notions they may have imagined themselves, and the embellishment fuels their
preconceived notions. The audience should know that Cicero did not have a firsthand
account of the happening at Antony’s party: “Cicero was, clearly, not there; but this is
good stuff!” (Conley 40) Therefore, Cicero creates exaggeration for the audience to
envision what it must have been like at the party. It would be simple enough to say that
Antony had drunken parties, but the images of child prostitutes, harlots, and everything
that a Roman official would deem as shameless and licentious would have much impact,
whether or not they were believable.
Public appearances were essential for a Roman official and Cicero had no
scruples in criticizing Antony’s appearance in official meetings: “I knew your
grandfather to be eloquent in speaking, but I know you to be even more open. He never
addressed a public meeting in the nude, whereas you, plain honest fellow that you are,
have let us see your torso” {Phil. 2.111). Antony’s wantonness is clearly depicted
simply by his appearance. He is clad in an inappropriate way for a public meeting and
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Cicero makes certain to point out the disgrace this causes. Cicero also decides to
compare Antony to his grandfather. Being “unworthy of one’s family”, “physical
appearance”, and “eccentricity of dress” are all stock topics that Conley lists (37) and this
passage alone incorporates all three of them. What this does is creates a caricature of
Antony which makes the speech all the more humorous for the audience. Cicero is also
employing the use of puns. He uses the term “open” to represent both the way that
Antony is speaking as well as how he is dressed which accentuates the humor and insult.
This use of humor illustrates that Cicero was also uses literary techniques, such as
the use of puns, in rhetoric. He is creating a unique tie between rhetoric and the creative
arts. Used in oratory, this type of writing is effective because of the exaggeration used
helps develop the ethos of the audience. Even if the Second Philippic was never
performed, we must look at the reaction of the readers in Cicero’s circle as they would
have read the pamphlet. Certainly it would have been entertaining, and the idea of the
speech being performed would have certainly been on Cicero’s mind. Cicero himself
was extremely interested in the creative arts. Why this is significant, goes back to the
sentiments of the audience. Cicero would have wanted to create something entertaining
for the senators to see his side of the case. The use of humor enhances the impact of the
insults for the audience. Cicero was known to have shown humor, and thus establishing
his ethos, or character (Dugan 19). If we are to connect this to Cicero’s writing, the ethos
can be distinguished with the building of the personal voice, so by establishing the
character through the performance of speeches and authentic voice. Visuals were
involved in oratory and “Cicero conjured images of the material world within the minds
of his audience in the service of his persuasive goals” (Dugan 19). Cicero had to use
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humor in order to stir the minds of his audience, which would have certainly found such
entertainment persuasive. The humor was thus used for establishing the prominence of
the speaker: “For laughter strengthens the orator’s case by winning the favor and
admiration of the audience, and by showing him to be a man of polish” (Arena 151).
Certainly Cicero wanted to provoke laughter in the audience to humiliate Marc Antony.
Wit and humor also comprise of creative imagery that must be used in order to
present it. The Second Philippic, after all, is not remembered as merely a political
argument about saving the Republic, but it is the humorous and creative insults used for
the personal degradation of Antony that gave the speech its essence. Arena notes that the
use of invective does bring rhetoric closer to other genres such as comedy and poetry
(156-57). What this allows us to see is that rhetoric plays with language in a way that is
very dialogic. Cicero expects a reaction from the audience, and hence uses humor to
create that reaction. It is expected that a tragedy will make us cry and a comedy will
make us laugh, so Cicero plays the comedic card in order to provoke his audience to
laugh. After all, what form of vituperation can be worse for Antony than to be laughed
at?
Cicero exploits the idea of imagination in the Second Philippic. As seen with the
example of the drunken party, Cicero describes a party that he was not present in. This
does not only give a vivid description for the audience to envision the actions as they
would envision a play, but it would be a form of motivation. Burke uses the example of
children when stating that they are “mostly motivated by the brutish kind of imagination”
and which is why they are best shown righteousness by the vivid descriptions of heaven
and hell (80). Cicero hence uses vivid description to create the same image. Just as the
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child would prefer heaven to hell based on the intense images they are presented with,
certainly the audience should prefer a Roman government sans Antony. For example,
Cicero uses creative examples when denouncing Antony’s use of partying: “In whose
honour? I will name no one. Suppose it is in honour of some Phormio, or Gnatho, or
even Ballio” {Phil 2.15). Phormio, and Gnatho were names given to parasites and Ballio
was the name given to a pimp in the comedies of Plautus and Terence (Bailey 68). This
insinuates that Antony brings down the government by partying with those who would
not be laudable for the people of Rome. Since they are the names of despicable
characters derived from Roman comedies, Cicero is utilizing humor based off of the
creative arts. Roman citizens would have been aware of the characters from the
comedies of Plautus and Terence, and therefore the audience knows about the caricatures
that are present in those characters. Had the characters been drawn from tragedy it may
have worked in deducing the tragic state that Antony is bringing the government into, but
comic characters bring about the essence of ridiculousness that Cicero wanted to show in
Antony. The farcical elements of a comedy fit into the exaggeration that is used to
demonstrate that lowly character of Antony and how inappropriate he is for office, that he
would be better off performing on the stage.
While Cicero uses the comic characters of the pimp and parasite to describe
Antony’s comrades, he utilizes the famous stock character of the miles gloriosus or
braggart soldier to characterize Antony. Contemporaries of Cicero would have been
aware of Platutus’s comedic play Miles Gloriosus, about a soldier named Pyrgopolynices
who brags about his deeds. Cicero takes this stock image and portrays Antony as being
such a character that is more known for talking about his actions rather than actually
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doing them. “By projecting Antony into the world of comedy Cicero firmly establishes
his levitas: he is a comic character and an actor playing the braggart warrior along with
other similarly ridiculous roles, and therefore lacks the requisite gravitas and auctoritas
to occupy high political office” (Sussman 58). This demonstrates how Cicero uses wit in
vituperation. He almost makes a caricature of Marc Antony who fits all the aspects of a
comedic drunkard who is not worthy of any political attention.
Cicero also uses Antony’s family members, including women, as a method of
degrading Marc Antony. Cicero uses a rhetorical strategy of argument by force since
“this would not be an easy victory, particularly since his war was one of words, while
Antony depended on physical force (Myers 340). Cicero attacks Antony’s lavishness
over his mistresses and emphasizes how he cannot control his own sexual desires.
Antony’s inability to control his sexual desires translates to his lack of control in Rome,
thereby making him an improper candidate to rule Rome (345). Surprisingly, Cicero
gives high favor to Antony’s mother Julia, and second wife/first cousin Antonia.
Normally we may think that degrading someone’s mother would have the effect of
attacking, but Cicero emphasizes their gentle natures, insinuating how Antony is being a
disgrace to them. As the names Julia and Antonia come from two noble lines, his
exultation of these women is made to be contrasted to the way that Antony is defaming
his family name and creating an embarrassment for them (341). It once again shows
how base Antony’s character is that he is not worthy of the women in his life (especially
if one was to look into a patriarchal society where Antony should have been judged
higher from his female relatives instead of lower). Cicero employs language of remorse
to create the exaggeration of Antony’s mother being so unlucky to have such a son: “His
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mother, relegated to the rear, followed her worthless son’s mistress as if a daughter-inlaw. Poor unfortunate woman, to be mother of that brood!” {Phil. 2.58). This is yet
another example of Antony being unworthy of his family’s name. If he is not worthy of
his own family (who had prominence in Roman society) then he is certainly not worthy
to lead the Roman people.
In the Second Philippic, Cicero vacillates between addressing the Senate and
Antony. The audience hence vacillates between Marc Antony and the senators, because
Cicero is not only rebuking Antony, but he is making an appeal to the senators to see
reason and fight his cause. This creates a major dynamic in the use of vituperation. By
addressing different audiences, Cicero allows more room for ridicule: “Had it prevailed,
the Republic would still stand, and you would have been brought low by your scandalous
behavior, your poverty and infamy” (Phil 2.25). Here, Cicero is speaking to Antony. He
does not only demand a reaction from the senators but also from Antony as well. It is
difficult to ascertain whether the purpose of this was for Antony to “see the light” and
make changes or if addressing him directly created more opportunity for ridicule, but
either way Antony was a vital part of the audience. According to Bitzer, “a rhetorical
audience consists only of those persons who are capable of being influenced by discourse
and of being mediators of change” (7). Therefore, Antony and the senators are both the
objects which Cicero views as catalysts for change. After all, we must remember that the
First Philippic was a result of a speech Antony made about Cicero, and, after Antony
gave a response to the First Philippic, Cicero wrote the Second Philippic, keeping the
tone very dialogic. In the end however, Cicero’s need for change was not met and he was
assassinated for writing against Marc Antony.
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That said, Cicero did not employ new rhetorical strategies in the Second Philippic,
which is why his assassination may come as a surprise. Invective has had a tradition in
Greco-Roman literature, even if Cicero’s time was when it was used more ferociously.
According to Dunkle, invective was used to present political adversaries as tyrants (152).
In both ancient Athens and the Roman Republic, the tyrant was feared. Therefore,
ridiculing political leaders was not something the Ancient Greeks and Romans would
have refrained from doing. Aristophanes wrote The Knights which was produced in
Athens in 424 B.C. at the Lenaia. Interestingly, it was not permitted to insult leaders at
the Dionysia, but it was in the Lenaia (Conley 108-9). The play was a political allegory
as the villain was drawn from the Athenian statesman Kleon, but this did not hinder
Aristophanes: “Knights, incidentally, won that year’s prize for best comedy. And Kleon,
incidentally, was elected general the following year” (Conley 109). This demonstrates
that while freedom of speech was prominent, it did not have much effect on the political
outcome, especially in the outcome that Cicero had hoped the Philippics would
encounter.
As mentioned earlier, the Philippics were named after speeches that Demosthenes
had against Philip of Macedon: “His duty was to prepare the Athenian people to
undertake that struggle with the same courage and self-sacrifice that their ancestors had
shown in similar crises” (Wooten 11). Therefore, the original speeches are also examples
of rhetoric of crisis. Athens was trying to resist Macedonian control, and Demosthenes
spoke for the Athenians. He definitely wanted a reaction to take place: “The rhetorical
questions and the exclamations give the impression that Demosthenes’ anger and
impatience have spontaneously burst forth and are intended to provoke the same reaction
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from his audience. By being angry himself he attempts to make his audience angry”
(Wooten 30-31). This is similar to the reaction that Cicero was hoping for his audience.
He wanted to provoke the sentiments of the senators into making them believe that the
only way to maintain order is to rid society of Antony.
Cicero however, has used vituperation before in his rhetoric. In 70 B.C, he wrote
speeches against Verres, the governor of Sicily who was misgoverning his province. In
his speeches, he points out the misbehaviors of Verres (Everitt 79). Then in 63 B.C. the
same year that Cicero entered office as consul (95), Catiline was pursuing schemes (99).
Cicero had to take him down as well. Therefore, in the Philippics, he is not creating
something new (although perhaps his attacks on Antony may seem more lively), but is
following a rhetorical tradition. A certain crisis is taking place, and as a man of action in
the political realm, Cicero has to make appeals to the Senators for them to see his side of
the story. He definitely painted a ghastly portrait of Catiline: “Reclining at their
banquets, embracing their whores, stupefied by wine, stuffed with food, crowned with
garlands, reeking with scent, enfeebled by debauchery, they belch out their conversation
the murder of loyal citizens and the firing of Rome” {In Catil. 2.10). This is not much
different from the drunken descriptions of Antony. Cicero accuses Catiline in the same
form of vituperation as he is accusing Antony, but unfortunately Antony was too
powerful and Cicero was not able to overcome that.
The waning of the freedom of speech hence, is an example of the changes made in
the rhetorical tradition due to political atmosphere. The political atmosphere had shifted
from Cicero’s prime when he was renowned for denouncing Catiline’s conspiracy against
the Republic. Catiline died in battle after his conspiracy was found out, and Verres was
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exiled as a result Cicero’s speeches against him. Most likely this was the outcome that
Cicero had expected. However, the situation had changed. Antony was able to obtain
high power and had many supporters. This made it dangerous for Cicero to stand against
him, and thus made the Philippics a series of speeches that were dangerous and “its
power and brilliance were to write the warrant for Cicero’s death” (Lacey 16). Therefore,
the Philippics are a prime example of political writing that cause such controversy. It
demonstrates that writing was being monitored and therefore the change in the political
atmosphere was making changes to freedom of speech. From all of the Philippics, the
second was one that was actually circulated among few, so this demonstrates that even
Cicero feared that maybe he would be in trouble for it.
Overall it is no surprise that the Second Philippic has become the most famous of
all of the fourteen orations. This is not only the longest of the speeches, but the inclusion
of wit and humor make it unique. Cicero uses the tone of mockery to make his
presentation and “the most famous examples appear in the invective of Philippic 2, where
the principal aim is to characterize Antony not as dangerous, but as ridiculous; as a man
of unparalleled levitas, quite unworthy of respect or admiration” (Hall 288). The levitas
refers to frivolity expressed by Antony and indeed, Cicero monopolizes on the party
habits of Antony to demonstrate that this is not the way a man who wants to undertake a
political venture should behave. Cicero uses wit and humor in describing the
carelessness of Antony in order to represent him as the basest of men thereby allowing
the citizens to establish the idea that they would not want to be ruled under the authority
of such a man. Instead of merely suggesting the governmental policies that would be
looked on negatively, Cicero uses vituperation in order to present Antony as a man that
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the citizens would not find appealing, and establish ethos for the citizens to see his
reasoning.
Why this is significant for the purpose of writing studies, is that it helps depict
how a rhetorical situation helps formulate how writing has developed. Certainly the
outside world shapes writing particularly when politics are involved. However it is the
situation between the audience and the speaker that allows for such changes to take place.
Every writer has an audience that must be addressed, and using the way Cicero addresses
Antony and the Senators gives a clear example of how language must be used in order to
invoke the sentiments of the audience. Adding the aspect of vituperation helps us as
writers visualize the extremities of how certain discourses must be used in order to
stimulate a reader.
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Chapter 2
Ovid’s The Art o f Love (Ars Amatoria): Book I

With television shows such as Rome and Spartacus it is no surprise that the
modem representation of Ancient Rome is that of an uninhibited sexual society.
However, the history of sexuality in the ancient world is more complex. According to
Skinner, from the second century B.C. onwards, wealth had been pouring into Rome
because of conquered territories and “social transformation, inevitable under the
circumstances, was blamed by Roman authors on exposure to Greek decadence, and more
immediately, on the selfish choices of individuals stemming from an unmanly lack of
self-discipline” (Skinner 211). In the episode titled “Paterfamilias,” of Spartacus: Gods
o f the Arena, Quintus Batiatus’ sexual reveling is interrupted when his prudent father
Titus returns. In this respect, Quintus represents the new Roman, the man prone to
luxury and Greek decadence, while Titus is representative of the old Roman, the man
who embodies the rigid ideals of the Republic. It is men like Titus that Augustus wanted
to emulate in his new regime: “Augustus, the new Romulus, promised a revolution- a
return to the past. In the early days of Rome, wives were chaste; he initiated legislation
making adultery a crime” (Edwards 34). Therefore, when Ovid writes the Ars Amatoria
or The Art o f Love, he writes more for the men like Quintus. The overt sexuality of the
text clearly undermines the legislation of Augustus because in it, wives are not chaste and
adultery is not a crime.
Due to his lack of veneration for the ideals of the Augustan regime, in 8 A.D.
Ovid was exiled to Tomis on the Black Sea. In Tristia, Ovid says that the Ars Amatoria
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was placed in an index of forbidden books and calls the book “carmen et error” (a poem
and a mistake), claiming it to be the reason behind his exile from Rome by Augustus
Caesar. It is interesting then to see that Augustus waited six years from when the last
volume was published to when he exiled Ovid. There have been theories that Ovid was
involved in a scandal with Augustus’s granddaughter Julia, who was also exiled that
same year. Scholar Frances Norwood maintains that Julia used Ovid in her own
conspiracies: “She duped Ovid into acting as her escort on these visits by engaging him
to teach her rude brother the civilizing refinements of literature and Ovid used the Ars
Amatoria as his textbook” (Thibault 80). In this sense Ovid—and, perhaps more
importantly, his work—function here as a means by which Julia was able to participate in
practices that would have been unsettling to her grandfather. However, as the specifics to
the scandal are still in question, it is best to observe the details that are presented in the
text.1 There are plenty of reasons to believe that Ovid’s works alone would be enough to
irritate Augustus. Although the Ars Amatoria gives many motives for Augustus’s anger,
there are other works as well that could have attributed to his exile such as the Amores, a
series of love poems that seem to mock other love poets, particularly those who praise
Augustus, and the Metamorphoses which is viewed as a mock epic, and thus contributes
to mockery which is discussed in this chapter. While we might not know the definitive
reason for Ovid’s exile, his own claim that the Ars Amatoria was the source is reason
enough to study this work for the insights it offers into the political atmosphere of Rome,
and the extent to which this atmosphere influenced the poet.
However, it was not only the sexual nature of the work which caused controversy.
For the purpose of this paper, we will observe the examples from Book I of how Ovid
1 For more information on the scandal, see Thibault’s book The Mystery o f O vid’s Exile
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uses mockery to undermine the Augustan regime and how he masks his insults with
allegory to attempt to get away with it. This matters in the study of writing and rhetoric
because it exemplifies the extent to which language is shaped by politics. Other elegiac
poets may have been writing in the praises of Augustus, but Ovid was instead mocking
this. Ovid’s ultimate refusal to do the same is what led to his demise. The use of
mockery creates a dialogic tone in the text, not only between the writer and the audience,
but between this text and other texts which explains why some texts were received better
than others.
Mockery is also an example of the constraints in the “rhetorical situation.” Since
“sources of constraint include beliefs, attitudes, documents, facts, traditions” etc (Bitzer
8), it is safe to say that all of these are constraints for Ovid. Augustus’s marriage
legislation is an example of a law that Ovid felt compelled to write against. The attitudes
and beliefs of Augustus are also enacted in the legislation. Therefore, the marriage
legislation, and the attitudes and beliefs of Augustus are all constraints. Mockery is also
a constraint, because Ovid had to use it as a tool to rebel against the legislation of
Augustus. Allegory is another constraint because Ovid had to mask his works by using
allegory.
Let us observe how Ovid uses mockery to describe the women that are to be
pursued:
Keep away, you women who wear finely-woven fillets, symbols of chastity,
and you who wear long skirts to cover ankles
I shall sing of safe affairs, love’s lawful thefts;
in my poem will be no charge of crime (Ars 1.31-34).
Here Ovid is addressing virgins with the “woven fillets” and Roman matrons with the
“long skirts”. From this quote, one may think that Ovid is doing a positive thing for the
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marriage legislation in having men stay away from respectable women. However, Ovid
is most likely being sarcastic here, showing how he pokes fun at those who write what
Augustus wants. Augustus would certainly want men to stay away from virgins and
matrons, but Ovid later writes information that contradicts this. By giving advice to men
on places where to meet lovers (which will be discussed later), the women being pursued
must be upper class women. If Roman men wanted to meet with prostitutes or slave
girls, then the lover need not find a secret place, as it was acceptable for a man to have
relations with those women.
When Ovid states there is no charge of crime, he may in fact be sarcastic about
this as well. He claims that the poem is innocent, but why does he need to state this? If it
really is innocent, then there probably would be no need to defend it. According to
Watson, Ovid states that he is not writing for matronae (matrons) but “married women
might nonetheless learn from reading a poem addressed to others” (155-56). Therefore,
Ovid’s reassurance that matrons will not participate in these actions, are void. Ovid must
have known very well who will be reading his work, and as poetry was occasionally
recited in the private sphere, where upper class women were present, it was inevitable
that they would hear the Ars Amatoria (Roman Vice). The didactic poem, which was
written in three volumes, was written for both men and women. Books I and II were
addressed to men, while Book III was then addressed to women and included ways to
dupe husbands, clearly suggesting that Ovid was using sarcasm when stating that his
writing was not meant for matronae.
The idea of the matronae reading the books gives us a glimpse into the audience
of Ovid’s works, and whether or not they are important. According to Bitzer, it makes a
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difference if the audience is a rhetorical one: “It is clear also that a rhetorical audience
must be distinguished from a body of mere hearers or readers: properly speaking, a
rhetorical audience consists only of those persons who are capable of being influenced by
discourse and of being mediators of change” (Bitzer 7). Therefore, are the matronae a
rhetorical audience? If they are only listeners then we must conclude is that they were
not. After all, Bitzer then explains that a poetic audience is merely stimulated by the
aesthetics of the poem. However, we must consider what this does for a regime that is
attempting to crush this sort of behavior. It is almost like telling a diabetic child a
bedtime story about a magical candy filled land. The matronae would listen to a poem
that describes behaviors that they were told not to participate in, but it may be a form of
temptation, especially since Ovid even includes methods on how not to get caught having
an affair. In this sense, it can be argued that Ovid is attempting to make it seem that his
audience would only care about the aesthetic value, when in fact his poem serves as an
outlet for women to see that they can participate in such behaviors and get away with it.
Despite the changes Augustus made, however, it was always the case in
Republican Rome that sexual relations with matronae were the ultimate impossibility for
lovers. Even though marriage was much more regulated during the Augustan age than
ever before, throughout Roman history adultery was something looked down upon.
However, there were certain exceptions to this: “The Romans had always allowed
married men occasional sex with slaves or lower class women” (Shelton 51). Thus, a
man having affairs with women who were not Roman matrons was acceptable. Sexual
encounters with slaves were perfectly normal, and were sometimes seen as an act of
preventing adultery, i.e. if a man had sex with slaves and prostitutes, then he would be
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satisfied enough to not have affairs with the wives of important Roman officials. “Since
most women were married in their early teens, Ovid is in fact recommending adulterous
affairs. The emperor Augustus was angered by Ovid’s flouting or traditional morality,
and in A.D. 8 banished Ovid.” (Shelton 51). Hence, because Ovid recommends women
of all ages, many of the women used as examples are married.
Although Ovid is writing against the moral legislation, he is not writing against
Roman society. After all, the sexuality or Rome is a common topic for historians and
modem media. Most Romans, did not behave the way Augustus would have wanted
them to: “The popularity of the manual clearly demonstrates that young Romans are
resistant to the virtuous tone the emperor is trying to reestablish” (Roman Vice). Ovid
therefore, seems to write about sex in a way where it is natural for the society. Therefore,
when Ovid writes he is writing in a period of contraction where it would not be indecent
in the eyes of the citizens, but it would be under the legislation of Augustus. Let us look
at an example of Ovid flaunting sexuality that would have indeed been risqué in the eyes
of Augustus:
She who is violated by a sudden msh for love welcomes the forcible attack,
and considers her wantonness an attractive gift (Ars 1.675-76).
By viewing the woman’s wanton nature as something positive, Ovid is creating an image
that conflicts with the ideals of the chaste woman of Augustus’ regime. The welcoming
of the attack demonstrates her erotic desire. Ovid creates a sense of doing what is
“forbidden” for the audience, and makes “the desire” seem appealing to them because it
is an “attractive gift” and not something to be ashamed of.
According to Sharrock, the erotic imagery in the dialogue conflicts with the
society that Ovid lives in. For example, the poetry of love takes sex from the private
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sphere into the public domain. In Augustan Rome, ‘“ sex’ is not left at home; it becomes
a site for the construction of the individual self precisely because the seifs relationship
with society has been problematized by the coming of the principate” (Sharrock 154).
Therefore, there is conflict between the laws of the principate and the use of sexual
imagery that vacillates between the public and private. Sharrock describes how Ovid
uses a story of Mars and Venus to exalt adultery, since Venus was caught with her lover
Mars in Vulcan’s trap, but unlike the Venus of artwork who covers herself, the Venus in
The Art o f Love is unable to cover herself. This was supposed to point out to the readers
that they were encouraged to be more liberal about infidelity. “The attraction of the
forbidden fruit is, of course, almost over-determined in erotic discourse” (Sharrock 155).
Ovid points out to the lovers that they can eat the fruit, but at the same time it is
forbidden and against the marriage legislation of Augustus.
Augustus creates such the legislation for morality because he wanted Rome to
revert to the morality of the Republic. As instabilities in the government continued,
society become more open to sexual freedom, and for men such as Augustus, this
demonstrated a downfall within society. With a collapsing society, passing marriage
laws was a way to demonstrate restitution of the Republic: “From that point on, he
undertook the long-term task of sponsoring a program of civic and moral renewal that
would restore religion and family to a central place in Roman aristocratic life” (Skinner
204). Such legislation not only allowed Augustus to establish his authority, but also to
show the citizens that he was able to bring back order in a “disorderly” Roman society.
In his use of erotic imagery, Ovid resorts once again to mockery. He emphasizes
that it is absurd for the law to suggest that sexuality can be suppressed when it is already
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embedded in Roman society. For example, imperialism was a major part of Roman
society as Rome kept expanding. With the expansion of Rome, exotic goods and luxury
kept making their way, and this included the luxuries behind erotic intrigue: “In a
passage from an early poem, Ovid’s lover finds the fruits of Roman imperialism
beneficial to his amorous aims: he celebrated the fact that a man can find a delicious
variety of lovely maidens throughout the city” (Ramsby and Severy-Hoven 63). Ramsby
and Severy-Hoven then tell us that this passage was from from Book I of Ars Amatoria.
Ovid hence uses Roman Imperialism to mock the motives of Augustus. While Augustus
was conquering lands, Ovid speaks of conquering maidens, and that as a result of
imperialism, a variety of women could be seen throughout Rome. Ovid hence takes an
aspect of Rome that would be high on Augustus’ list (imperialism) and turns it into a
something to be mocked.
For a proper Roman marriage, both husband and wife had to be Roman. Thus, a
woman of foreign birth would have been a good choice to have a non adulterous affair
with. As Roman slaves were brought from other parts of the world, female slaves were
frequently used for sexual purposes. This type of sexual relation would not even fall into
the category of affairs because as mentioned before, it was acceptable for a man to have
sex with slaves. Ovid, however, has a preference for Roman women:
Perseus brought back Andromeda from dusky India,
and she was a Greek woman whom the Phrygian Paris abducted.
Rome will offer you all the beautiful girls you want,
so many you’ll say: “This city has the pick of the world” (Ars 1.53-56).
Here, Ovid states that Rome is the best place to find women. He deems foreign women
not to be comparable to Roman women, and so gives advice to men to look for women in
Rome. It seems that Ovid is poking fun at Paris for choosing a Greek woman and
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Perseus for bringing back a woman from the East. Ovid advises men to not fall into the
footsteps of Paris or Perseus when the best women as lovers are the ones found in their
own city of Rome. What this suggests is that Rome is becoming more cosmopolitan due
to military conquests, and therefore the women of Rome should be a part of the conquest
as well.
When Ovid says that Rome offers all the necessary girls, it almost gives the city
seems like a center of attraction and lust. In his article “Terms of Venery: Ars Amatoria
7”, Green discusses the use of the hunt: “Rome abounds with women because Rome is
Venus’ game preserve” (232). Rome is the place where Venus, the goddess of love, has
ownership, and therefore it is in Rome where women are to be hunted. It suggests that
lovemaking, to Ovid, is like a game. The hunt is not only about the outcome, but about
the chase, and the fact that the narrator in Ars Amatoria is telling his readers to go after
taken women, condones extramarital affairs: “That the woman ‘belongs’ to another male
implicitly adds spice to the hunt” (Green 250). For the pleasure seeker, therefore, it is
important not only to find a woman to love, but to take part in the danger and intrigue
that it takes to find her.
Hunting emphasizes the sense of leisurely activities that Rome has to offer that
parallel the availability of goods and luxury. Ovid writes about the commodities that
Rome has to offer, which include the number of women that can be seen strolling down
the forum. “Rome had become the world in large part because the world had now come
to Rome: as Ovid put it, with regard to potential erotic conquests” (Habinek 23). In
Rome, a man was able to obtain commodities, trade, and find women. Ovid suggests that
with the power of Rome also comes the power to obtain easily luxuries, including ones
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for sexual purposes: “Roman power was the perfect partner for Roman vice” (Roman
Vice). Ovid implies that Roman society has become a contradiction. The military
exploits of Augustus create more trade and commercialism, luxuries become more
present, vice therefore becomes more present, but Augustus tries to abolish vice. Either
way, the city of Rome is undeniable the center for the sexual exploits of the Ars
Amatoria.
Portions of the Ars Amatoria seem to be set up as a travelogue (which we shall
see in the further examples) when Ovid gives descriptions of where to meet lovers,
including public places such as the theater and chariot races. They may even be public
events that Augustus has set up himself, and would indeed be disconcerted if he knew
that events in which he planned to venerate the gods were being used for scandalous
affairs. Thus, Ovid is also responding directly to Augustus’s marriage laws, because he
tries to set up secret places where lovers may not be caught and tried for adultery. If a
Roman matron was to meet a man in his house, or he to visit hers when her husband was
away, the couple would most likely get caught since women were living under constant
supervision (Shelton 288). Ovid, however, suggests that lovers meet at a public event
because they can secretly slip away and then return to the event, without the husband
even noticing the mischief being caused. Even the chaos of the event itself may be
reason enough to believe that supervision was not as widely kept up with as it was in the
household. There are particular places that Ovid mentions which would have definitely
angered Augustus, especially those that were named after people of significance:
Just take a leisured stroll in the shade of Pompey’s portico
when the sun approaches Leo, Hercules lion;
Or, where a mother has bestowed her own gifts to the endowments
of her son, a work adorned and rich in foreign marble (Ars 1.67-70).
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Pompey’s portico refers to the first permanent theatre in Rome (Rodgers 21). Ovid,
however, turns the important monument into a place where a man can find a lover, which
desecrates its respectable image. The second place referenced in the passage is the
portico of Octavia, who is Augustus’ own sister. Claiming that Octavia’s portico should
be used as a setting for lovemaking must have stirred quite a controversy, because as the
sister to the leader of Rome, her position would demand a certain form of respect.
According to Wood, the time period that Augustus most used images of Octavia was
when Octavia’s son Marcellus was a potential heir to Augustus until his death (Wood 29)
and during the rivalry between Augustus and Marc Antony (28). As the wife of Antony,
Octavia represented the dutiful Roman wife versus the foreigner Cleopatra, which
certainly helped Augustus in his campaign against Antony. Therefore, Ovid could be
using the statue of Octavia to demonstrate his lack of reverence for the political
propaganda of Augustus.
Ovid continues with his travelogue and includes another specific place which
would have angered Augustus:
Don’t avoid the colonnade filled with art works of the old masters
that bears the name of its patron Livia (Ars 1.71-72).
Here, Ovid is actually suggesting that lovers meet at a colonnade whose patron is Livia,
the wife of Augustus! To suggest that people should be making love in an area dedicated
to the wife of Augustus would be blasphemous. Ovid is not only challenging the law, but
is personally insulting the leader of Rome himself. In this sense, Ovid could be mocking
Augustus for his own moral conduct. After all, Augustus was notorious for having affairs
which was rather ironic for a man who was conducting a moral reform.
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Monuments in general had value to the Augustan tradition. It was Augustus after
all that claimed he found Rome of brick and left it in marble (Rodgers 22). The
monuments, however, were chosen carefully to promote Augustan ideals. For example,
the Ara Pads or Altar of Peace was built as a renewal of peace and to commemorate
victories of Augustus. Reliefs included goddesses such as Venus (of whom Augustus
claimed descent), Italia, and Peace, as well as depictions of Augustus and his family. It
was important for Augustus to use himself as a central figure to claim authority in Rome:
“The Augustan Forum may have embodied Roman history in marble and bronze, but it
was Roman history rewritten to serve Augustus’ purposes” (Davis 47-8). Therefore,
when Ovid gives his readers a tour of the city, he is giving them a tour of the monuments
that Augustus created, albeit in scandalous terms. “Augustus, it is true, is a major
presence in Ovid’s poetry, but not as spacious; rather he is the person who adorned Rome
with theatres and porticoes, which Ovid mentions not just as marvelous works of civic
munificence but also as great places to pick up girls” (Farrell 54). Instead of giving
praise to Augustus as any poet should Ovid does the opposite with his mockery.
Another way that Ovid uses mockery is by incorporating mythical entities that
were sacred to Augustus. Romulus and Remus were also considered to be ancestors of
Augustus. When Ovid mentions Romulus however, he does not focus on the majesty that
one would consider for the founder of Rome. Instead, he uses the scene from the Rape of
the Sabines:
Romulus, the king, gave the sign to the men waiting for their booty.
Up they leapt, their shouts attested to their intention;
they grabbed the women in their lustful hands:
As frightened flocks of doves flee the eagles,
and the youngest lamb flees the sight of wolves (Ars 1.114-18)
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Here, Ovid depicts the foundation myth of Rome in a horrific light. He does not laud
Romulus for his heroic deed of finding the city of Rome. “Ovid’s strategy is to ignore
the episode’s positive political possibilities and to play up its potential for embarrassment
(Davis 104). Therefore, Ovid is mocking the way that myth is used in poetry for the
purpose of lauding the princeps. He takes aspects of his society that he believes are
wrong, and uses allegory in order to mask his sarcasm. For example, Ovid is probably
feeling that the military achievements of Augustus are not praiseworthy, and thus focuses
on the embarrassing part of the myth where the men must rely on rape to achieve their
goal. Eidinow observes this episode and has his own theory behind the meaning: “He
perhaps mocks Augustus’ arrangement for segregation of women in the theater; and he
mocks the greatness of the Roman military vocation” (413). Therefore, Ovid can be
mocking Augustus for his military achievements by depicted an image where the military
is not praiseworthy and thus also depicts the soldiers as ravenous animals.
According to Eidinow, there is significance with the images of the eagle and the
wolf, because the eagle is representative of the Roman military and the wolf is an
emblem for the foundation of Rome (413-14). In this sense, Ovid plays with images to
construct his idea of a Rome that is not at all as the propagandists of the Augustan regime
would like to envision it as. In the foundation myth, Romulus and Remus are the sons of
the war god Mars, whose sacred animal is the wolf, and then are incidentally nursed by a
she-wolf. It comes as no astonishment then that the wolf would be venerated by the
Roman people as a symbol of their founding city. In the scene from Ars Amatoria, on the
other hand, the Sabine women are the innocent doves and lambs while the Roman men
are the violent wolfs who take them by force. This is quite different from the playful
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seduction seen earlier, but as before, there is a connection to the hunt: “The hunter is a
predator. The hunt is training for being a soldier but here the hunt for women is the
reward for Romulus’s soldiers” (Green 234). What this insinuates, is that Rome was
founded on the sexual exploits of the Romans, and Ovid could be using this as a
commentary of how absurd it is for Augustus to attempt to supervise sex.
The whole scene of rape adds to the negative image for the foundation myth. It
demonstrates that Rome was founded on the grounds of unjust force, which does not give
any justice to Augustus: “Indeed, the opening set-piece on the Rape of the Sabine
Women in The Art o f Love (1.101-34) has been read allegorically as a denunciation of
Roman militarism because so much weight is placed on the terror of the abducted
maidens” (Skinner 226). Therefore, the scene creates an image of Ovid mocking the
brutal tactics of the Roman military. Instead of simply not addressing the issue, Ovid
uses mockery to argue that military actions have been unjust and that Augustus is not
worthy of the praise for his martial endeavors. In this sense, he is scorning poets that
commend the military actions of Augustus.
The figure of Romulus is also tied together with the public scene as Augustus
crucially built statues and buildings. Romulus is depicted on the Ara Pads (Zanker 203)
and on various art reliefs along with Aeneas. “In this imagery, Aeneas and Romulus no
longer come across as living breathing mythological figures, but as intellectualized and
idealized paradigms” (Zanker 207). Augustus took mythological figures and turned them
into his own use of propaganda. The Julian family considered themselves descendents of
Venus (Eck 109) and since Augustus was the heir to Julius Caesar, Augustus was a
descendent of Venus as well. Since Aeneas was the son of Venus and Romulus was the
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son of Mars, Augustus is using these figures to represent his own divine lineage. Every
structure was representative of something that was to support the propaganda of
Augustus. “Romulus was represented in a manner calculated to remind the viewer of
Augustus’ own achievements” (Davis 47). Since Romulus found Rome, Augustus uses
this image to illustrate that he is like Romulus because he helped bring stability back to
Rome. Therefore, the image that Ovid creates of Romulus contradicts the glorious image
that Augustus attempts to create with his statues.
In conclusion, Ovid’s The Art o f Love is a prime example of a text where the
author is courageous in his own writing and sets out to mock those that play into the
propaganda of a political regime. “Whether or not Ovid deliberately set out to attack the
regime, his treatment of the marriage laws is so provocative that it is difficult to see how
he could have expected the emperor to believe that he was writing only for courtesans, or
to reward the whole thing as a joke” (Watson 156). Even if it is meant as a joke, the text
plays with the idea that mockery can be used as an effective tool to onset rebellion
against what is unjust. Ovid demonstrates that the poets who are writing to appease
Augustus are ridiculous and that the true poet should write according to their passion.
Ars Amatoria 1 can also be used as an example of how writing has evolved within
Roman society. Freedom of speech, for example, shifted greatly as Rome was becoming
an Empire: “The charge of treason, according to Tacitus, had never in the Republican
period applied to words, but to deeds. Augustus, he tells us, was the first to take action
against libelous publication because he was disturbed by one Cassius Severus’
defamation of some prominent men and women” (Farrell 55). Therefore, it is significant
to observe how the writing of Rome has changed when one political administration was
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exchanged for another. It became more dangerous for writers to publish material against
the ideals of the new regime. We can also observe the polarity between society and the
government that had a pull on what the writer wrote about. For example, Ovid’s text was
popular with Romans despite the fact that it was trivializing the Augustan legislation.
Audience hence, is a significant factor behind the text: Bitzer says that the rhetorical
audience is significant since they are influenced by what is being written (7). The
matronae were capable of being influenced by the text despite Ovid claiming that it is not
meant for them, but in the Ars Amatoria, Ovid makes it tempting for the matronae to
obtain lovers. Why this is significant to study is that it paints a portrait of how the author
is able to rebel against laws through his writing, and how the fate of the author is
determined by how the text is received and by whom.
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Conclusion

“What can this interpretation of the past show us about the present and the
future?” (Connors 30). As readers we need to think about what relevance of ancient
authors and the possibilities and limits of interpreting them. According to Connors, there
is no accurate direction because history is written in “probabilistic, and therefore
rhetorical points of view” (31). In other words, history is not written like scientific fact,
and certainly the preconceptions of those who wrote history have an impact on how it
was written. Literary texts, likewise, also illustrate one side of the story. For example,
when we read Cicero and Ovid, we are receiving only one interpretation: we hear nothing
from Marc Antony or Caesar Augustus. We also cannot interpret every writer’s words as
historical fact as sometimes they can be prone to exaggeration, such as when Cicero used
exaggeration to prove his point that Mark Antony was not fit to rule. However, we can
still learn something from the thought patterns of Cicero and Ovid. Surely others in their
era felt the same, but did not voice their opinions in the manner of the writers we have
just studied.
These issues are the exigence of Bitzer’s “rhetorical situation” because they are
what prompt the writers to write. For Cicero, the waning of the Republic and the
corruption of Marc Antony are both examples of exigence, because they are reasons that
Cicero wrote the Philippics. In the case of Ovid, it is more complex because as a poet
who masks his work in metaphors, it is more difficult to determine what he had in mind.
However, because he recommends how to find lovers during a regime that was
suppressing overt sexuality, it is clear to say that the marriage legislation of Augustus
becomes an exigence for Ovid. Either way, the exigence influences how the author
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connects to the audience: “In any rhetorical situation there will be at least one controlling
exigence which functions as the organizing principle: it specifies the audience to be
addressed and the change to be effected” (Bitzer 7). Therefore, the audience has an
impact on the reason why the author writes. Ovid knew his audience would want to read
works about love, because certainly others felt antagonistic towards the new regime.
Cicero must have thought that some senators shared his sentiments, which is why he
chose to address them and compel them to take action.
The audience, hence, has a large impact on how Cicero and Ovid present their
writing. In his essay “Paradigms and Problems: Needed Research in Rhetorical
Invention,” Young discusses Bitzer’s “rhetorical situation” when emphasizing the
importance of the audience, as it is the audience that elicits the discourse (Young 402).
In the previous chapters, we have seen the significance of the audience. Marc Antony
and the senators are the audience for Cicero and it is their responses that are the most
crucial for how the Philippics are to be received and what is to be done in the situation of
crisis. Marc Antony also elicits discourse by making a fiery speech against Cicero, for
which Cicero must respond by his own speech filled with invectives. For Ovid, his
audience is the Roman people including Augustus Caesar. Therefore it is crucial for him
to write in a manner where he can engage the people without retribution from Augustus.
We have also seen how the matronae are a part of the audience indirectly. In his work,
Ovid states that he is not writing for them, but because they are hearing the work, they
are in fact the audience. In this way, Ovid makes it seem that he is only writing for
entertainment, when in fact he is actively rebelling against the Augustan legislation.
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Although Cicero and Ovid confront their audiences with these issues, they do so
in vastly different ways as exemplified by the first lines of both texts. Cicero says: “To
what destiny of mine, Members of the Senate, should I ascribe the fact that in these
twenty years there was never an enemy of the Republic who did not at the same time
declare war on me too? {Phil. 2.1) The opening lines embody the urgency that is
affiliated with the rhetoric of crisis. Cicero raises the issue of a waning Republic and the
significance of maintaining the Republic. He also actively addresses the Members of the
Senate to state that they are the main audience that Cicero has in mind, and they are the
listeners whom Cicero is trying to persuade by his speech. He also presents ethos by
mentioning how in the past there were corrupt officials (ie Verres and Catiline) who also
attacked Cicero, but Cicero was able to have the upper hand. Therefore, Cicero presents
this to establish ethos by letting the audience know that he only has the Republic’s
interest at heart.
Ovid likewise, also begins by letting the audience know what they are to expect
from the Ars Amatoria:
If anyone in this population does not know the art of loving,
he should read this and, well trained after he has read it, let him go out and love
(Ars 1.1-2)
There is a sense urgency when he says that anyone “should read this.” He makes it
imperative for Romans to know the art of love, and makes sure that the audience is aware
that Ovid’s goal is for them to obtain advice on how to find love. In contrast to Cicero
who is establishing ethos for himself, Ovid is creating ethos through a narrator. Although
in a sense Ovid could be seen as the narrator, it is a fictive character that is presenting
these ideas to the audience.
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Does it make a difference that Ovid’s work is a poem with a literary audience?
After all, a Active audience is not necessarily the same as a rhetorical audience, as it is
only the rhetorical audience that is able to be influenced (Bitzer 7). However, even
fiction can sway the audience: “We should note however, that the Active rhetorical
discourse within a play or novel may become genuinely rhetorical outside Active contextif there is a real situation for which the discourse is a rhetorical response” (11). In this
sense, although the general audience of Ovid would be the men and women at a Roman
dinner party who are listening to the poem as entertainment, they are still able to be
infiuenced by it. Ovid allows his audience to hear ideas that oppose Augustus’ regime,
and therefore if they take his advice, they are going against the Augustan administration.
The degree to which the audience can be swayed depends upon the tools the
author decides to use. For example, we have seen the use of vituperation in the
Philippics and mockery in the Ars Amatoria. Cicero’s use of vituperation allows for the
Senators to envision Antony in the most abhorrent ways. Cicero paints a picture of
Antony as a drunkard, womanizer, and braggart soldier who is incapable of leadership.
Vituperation is used to emphasize Antony as a base character so the audience is swayed
to believe that he is not fit to rule. Ovid uses mockery because he was rebelling against
Augustan propaganda. He also uses allegory to mask his insults because he was not able
to insult Augustus actively. For example, Ovid uses the scene from the Sabines to
criticize the actions of Romulus, but in a sense he is criticizing Augustus since Augustus
considered himself a descendent of Romulus.
What vituperation and mockery do is give us a glimpse of Roman approaches to
persuasive writing. During the last decades of the Roman Republic, invective was a
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common rhetorical tool used (Conley 31). As many things including writing changed
during the transition of Rome turning from a Republic to an Empire, we can study how
this changing regime was influencing writing. During the Republic, Romans were able to
write what they wanted. Once Ovid started writing, the regime had drastically changed,
and Ovid was not able to actively insult the way that writers were able to in the Republic.
In this sense, historical events had a direct impact on writing. “If history does not allow
us to predict or anticipate what is coming on the basis of what has been, it certainly does
paint pictures of the past for us from which we can draw lessons” (Connors 31). For
example, as writers we can learn how writers of the past were able to address the issues
that were happening during their time. Cicero concentrated on making an appeal for the
Republic, and therefore shifted his focus to a leader he believed was corrupting the
system of the Republic. Ovid addressed his concerns about Augustus and his political
agendas.
Historicism hence, allows us as readers to have a sense of the impact literature
had on the author and vice versa. There is a relationship between three entities: the
author, the text, and the social background. The relationships between these three
elements create a series of exchanges. There are social constructs that manipulate the
way that writers write and the social exchanges they make with the readers through
discourse. These exchanges according to Greenblatt “occur constantly, for through
institutional negotiation and exchange differentiated expressive systems, distinct cultural
discourses, are fashioned” (Greenblatt 604). Therefore, culture does not make a direct
impression on literature, but literature often reflects the culture around it. There is a large
dialectic occurrence between culture and literature. The culture of Rome is reflected by
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the writings of Cicero and Ovid, and their writing had an influence on the culture as well.
Ovid’s writings were a part of the golden age of poetry, when love elegy was at its prime.
His exile was an example of how a leader was able to demonstrate his full authority, and
perhaps this can be seen as a warning to other poets who may have thought about
venturing down Ovid’s path. Cicero’s execution was also a warning to those who
opposed Antony and his followers, so certainly Cicero’s writing had an impact on the
culture.
Young discusses the paradigms of writing, and how the historical significance is
embedded in understanding how these paradigms develop. For example, Young focuses
on rhetoric and explains that understanding earlier forms of rhetoric are central to
establishing a system of related methods (410). Young also asks questions relating to the
methods used when studying rhetorical paradigms in deciphering how student writing
should be taught. “What were the social and educational functions of the paradigm? How
were these related to their social context?” (Young 410). These are the kinds of questions
we must be asking ourselves when reading works. To Young, the paradigm determines
what should be included and excluded from a discipline, and what is and is not important
(397). For example, we need to know what historical aspects are important to study, and
in the case of Cicero and Ovid it is the emphasis on the political realm as the Roman
world was changing from an Empire into a Republic. We also need to think about the
social context: “How does this material affect me and my environment?” Therefore,
when observing writing from the past, it is vital to understand the social context of the
time. Certainly the material had an effect on the writers and readers in a way that was
specific to the time in which the material was written. For example, the Philippics would
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have had an extremely different effect had it been written during the high days of the
Republic, since Republican oratory used active insults without the fear of government.
Ars Amatoria likewise, would have been received differently had it not been written in a
regime where morality was being supervised.
What is mainly to be asked then is, “What significance does this have on
writing?” According to Bitzer, there are situations today that make it relevant to
understand the past: “They exist as rhetorical responses for us precisely because they
speak to situations which persist- which are in some measure universal” (Bitzer 13).
Bitzer uses examples such as “The Gettsyburg Address” and Socrates’ Apology to
suggest that these pieces exist in more ways than historical documents. We learn from
them how our society has been shaped by having such literature that was meant to have
an impact on historical outcomes. For example, Cicero meant for the Philippics to have
an impact on the return of the Republic, and Ovid meant for the Roman people to take his
love advice in Ars Amatoria. We see how society has been shaped by literature, and in
turn can find a way for our writing to shape the society we live in today. In terms of
Cicero and Ovid, we see how they were able to be influenced by their audience to create
writing that will then attempt to have an influence on the audience as well. This
demonstrates that the writer and audience have a dialogic connection with each other and
that the writer has the audience’s reactions in mind when they are writing.
Whether an orator or a poet, this gives us an intriguing glimpse in how it does not
matter what genre is being written, because there can be dangers for writers when there
are political instabilities. These instabilities also situated the way that certain writing has
been able to progress. For example, we learned that during the civil wars the use of
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vituperation became more prominent, and then once a new regime came to power,
writing was becoming more controlled, and therefore the author was punished when
speaking against the regime. If using vituperation and mockery assisted with getting the
writers’ ideas across, then it can be observed how the historical methods had an influence
over writers’ techniques.
In conclusion, we can learn much about literature and writing if we look at
historical methods, such as New Historicism. New Historicism tells us that without
background information, it would be impossible to look at such texts as the Philippics
and the Ars Amatoria. Both texts exemplify rhetoric of crisis, and knowing what the
crisis was, is key to understanding the significance of the texts. For Cicero, the crisis was
that Rome was in danger of losing the ideals it held as a Republic, and it was important
for Cicero that Rome be the way it was before the civil wars. During Ovid’s time a social
crisis was at stake since the Augustan regime was undertaking social control. Therefore,
there were situations that made Cicero and Ovid write. Writing “functions ultimately to
produce action or change in the world; it performs some task” (Bitzer 3) and this is
definitely the case with Cicero and Ovid. Both had tasks in mind, and thus produced the
Philippics and the Ars Amatoria to see if their writing was able to make any changes.
Although they were punished for their writing, their ability to demonstrate that writing
influences society, can challenge us as writers to think about how we can write to
influence the world.
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